Robinette's good faith in general presents a close issue. Robinette
was the only eyewitness to the severing of his lamp cord. The judge,
who observed Robinette's demeanor, credited his testimony that the cord
was accidentally cut when it became snared on a belt roller, and rejected
United Castle's claim that Robinette deliberately cut the cord. Under
the good faith principles discussed above, if Robinette did deliberately
cut his cord, he set in motion the hazardous condition complained of and
hib "work'refusal" should not be protected by the Act. United Castle
points \.o several aspects of this! case, analyzed below, which we acknow-
ledge ca^st some doubt on Robinette|fs veracity. 'Nevertheless, a judge's
credibility findings and resolutions of. disputed testimony should not be
overturned light 1^.1 For the following \reas cms, we are not pWsuaded
that the evidence) requires us to tike the exceptional step of reversing
the judge's crediting of Robinette's testimony on the accident,

As United Castle correctly points out, Robinette flatly denied dis-
connecting the mine phone.  Tr. 172. The judge's finding, in which we
concur, that he did disconnect it can mean only that Robinette testified
untruthfully regarding that incident.  United Castle argues that "if
[Robinette] was willing to lie under oath about the phone incident, he
would be*quite willing to lie under oath about how his lamp cord was
cut." PDR 17-18, We do not subscribe to a "false in one, false in
everything" rule of testimonial evidence, and such rules are not applied
inflexibly in any event.  Cf_. U.S. v. Spain, 536 F.2d 170, 173 (7th Cir.
1976), cert, denied, 429 U.S. 833; Lozano Enterprises, v. NLRB, 327 F.2d
814, 816 & n. 2 (9th Cir, 1964). Where it is apparent that a witness
has testified untruthfully in part, the judge should ordinarily explain
how that fact affects the credibility of the witness with respect to his
remaining testimony.  While we would have preferred the judge to supply
such an explanation, particularly on so sensitive a subject as good
faith, failure to do so is not necessarily reversible error.  If the
remainder of a questionable witness' testimony is corroborated by other
credible evidence (see, for example, Larmay v. Hobby, 132 F. Supp. 738,
740 (E.D. Wis. 1955)), or is otherwise inherently believable, the judge
is not foreclosed from accepting it.  We therefore reject the contention
that Robinette's untruthful phone testimony by itself compels disbelief
of the accident testimony.  Our resolution of this credibility issue in
no way lessens our serious concern, discussed below, over proper evaluation
of the role played in Robinette's discharge by his reprehensible dis-
connection of the phone.

Robinette's testimony about the accident is believable. United
Castle introduced demonstrative and testimonial evidence (Tr. 78-87) to
show that Robinette's cord could not have been severed in the way it was
by getting caught in a roller. United Castle "concedes that its]
testimony did not establish conclusively that it was impossible for
[Robinette's] lamp cord to have been severed in the manner in which he
claimed," but maintains that "[the] testimony clearly did establish that
such an accident is highly unlikely." PDR 15-16. United Castle s
witness had held a lamp cord similar to the one worn by Robinette
asainst a moving belt roller, but was able to produce only a nick in
the cord.  Amonl other things, however, the experiment was conducted
outside the mine on equipment other than that involved in the incident,
and the witness used a piece of cord lacking the kind of opposing
tension caused by a cap and belt at either end.  See Tr. 8/ 90.
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